Remuneration is broadly used as an incentive that affects decisions made and strategies planned by directors which cause great impact on firm performance. This study aims to investigate the relationship among directors' remuneration, board size, and firm performance of Malaysian listed companies under Telecommunication Industry. The firm's performance is measured by return on assets (ROA). This study consists of 25 observations with a sample of five Malaysian listed companies for the period of 2013 to 2017. The regression results show directors' remuneration and board size have negative relationship with firm performance. This suggests that high remuneration does not able to motivate and retain directors in order to perform their duty and work harder for the best interest of shareholders. The result also shows that larger boards unable to ensure effectiveness in monitoring management and thus, did not associated with better performance. For future research, it is recommended that this study be expanded using more samples from other industries and other measurement of firm performances such as growth and ratings.
I. INTRODUCTION
Corporate governance is principally on the structure of relationship within an organisation which is directed at best practice in the overall interest of the firm and its dispersed stakeholders [1] . Corporate governance has many benefits and effects; it creates more open, transparent society, corruption prevention, rule of law with fairness and order and promoting ethical wealth creation [2] . Despite the importance of the role of board of directors in corporate governance, little is known about the nature of the collective body of directors in recent years and how they are remunerated.
According to the agency theory [3] directors are selfinterested and may behave opportunistically at the expense of shareholders' interests. Therefore, corporate boards of directors are supposed to confine director opportunism and align the directors' interests with that of shareholders by better monitoring through effective corporate governance mechanisms, and designing efficient pay contracts that typically link directors' compensation with firm performance. Besides, the total number of directors including the chairman on the board has a significant research in terms of its relationship with firm performance [4] . In agency theory, the corporate boards, assuming the power to look after the firm, involve in arm's length transaction with CEO and design such compensation plans which provide CEO with efficient incentives to maximize the shareholder value, and hence reduce moral hazard problem arising from separation of ownership from control [5] . This predicts a positive link between CEO compensation and firm performance.
Much of the research focuses on the question whether directors' compensation contracts can be justified in terms of their contribution to the firm financial performance [6] . The level of directors' remuneration received in Malaysia has attracts high attention among Malaysian netizen and prospective investors [7] . The high remuneration received by directors' of corporate bodies have been questioned as to if such remuneration are justified by the underlying economic performance of the company in question. These debates have tended to focus on two areas: the overall level of directors' remuneration, corporate size, and the suitability of performance measures linking directors' remuneration with performance [8] . The debate on executive directors' remuneration has been driven by the view that some directors, and especially those directors in the telecommunication industry, are being overpaid to the detriment of the shareholders, other employees, and the company as a whole [9] . The need for the practice of good corporate governance is therefore not only necessary but could be defeated when directors' remunerations are not questioned.
This research is significant for several reasons. First, the communication of directors' remuneration promotes real transparency and is central to shareholders ability to exercise their ownership rights on an informed basis. Therefore, providing comprehensive and detailed remuneration information may mitigate the information asymmetry issues between management and stakeholders. Second, it has been suggested by [10] that executive and board remuneration levels continue to increase in Malaysia. This phenomenon is crucial, especially to the shareholders, in ensuring that the executive director is reasonably paid according to their performance. Therefore, the thrust of this study therefore is to investigate the relationship among directors' remuneration, board size, and firm performance in Malaysian Telecommunication industry. [11] . Thus, the theoretical literature helps the researcher see clearly the variables of the study; provides a general framework for data analysis; and helps in the selection of applicable research design. In this study, the Agency Theory and Stewardship Theory guide every aspect of research, from formulation of the research question through operationalization and discussion.
Research on non-executive directors using an agency framework considers their role as monitors in mitigating the agency problem. Reference [3] proposed a theory of the firm (Agency Theory) based upon conflicts of interest between various contracting parties such as shareholders, company managers, and debt holders. They further specified the existence of agency costs which arise owing to the conflicts either between managers and shareholders (agency costs of equity) or between shareholders and debt holders (agency costs of debt) [3] .
According to this theory, the principal will delegate some or all of the decision-making authority to the agent. In practice, shareholders from most public listed companies delegate the decision-making authority to the board of directors. In turn, the board of directors delegates power to the chief executive officers (CEO). The agency problems arise because of the impossibility of perfectly contracting for every possible action of an agent whose decisions affect both his own welfare and the welfare of the principal. The agency theory argues that an agency relationship exists when shareholders (principals) hire managers (agents) as the decision makers of the corporations. However, agency problems arise because managers will not solely act to maximize the shareholders' wealth; they may protect their own interests or seek the goal of maximizing companies' growth instead of earnings while making decisions. Inefficiency may be reduced as managerial incentives to take value maximizing decisions increased [3] .
Stewardship Theory assumes a strong relationship between the success of organization and shareholders' satisfaction [13] . A steward is defined by [14] as one who protects and maximizes shareholders wealth through firm performance, because by so doing, the steward's utility functions are maximized. In this perspective, stewards are company executives and managers working for the shareholders with the aim of protecting and generating profits. Managers are viewed as stewards who act in the best interest of owners of the firm and whose behaviors are aligned with the objectives of their principals.
However, the Stewardship Theory does not seem to agree with the agency theory when it comes to the managerial compensation system drawn by the agency framework [15] . Meanwhile under the agency framework the senior management is described as self-serving and distinctive, but the stewardship sees them as dependent and would act together in a team. This is because in the Stewardship Theory, senior management will not allow individual inspiration to supersede their role to deal with the assets of the entity for the betterment of the organization. Hence, senior management will focus and maintain a reasonable management team for the organization that can maximize the wealth of shareholders. Thus, Stewardship Theory emphasizes on the requirement for compensation agreements to alleviate the agency conflict between the shareholders and managers. It also highlights the aspects of human capital in term of knowledge, skill, capabilities, and experience and so forth. Moreover, it significantly decreases the need to adjust their remuneration packages with the organization performance [16] .
B. Empirical Evidence on Directors' Compensation and Firm Performance
Remuneration is a form of salaries, allowances or incentives and bonuses received by the employee [17] . Broadly speaking, remuneration obtained consists of cash remuneration and any other remuneration based on shares that are associated with short-term performance and long term directors' compensation. Directors' remuneration is commonly used as an incentive that can affects strategies planned and decisions made by directors which cause great impact on firm performance and profitability [18] . Reference [11] suggested that directors' remuneration has little impact on the firm performance from the perspective of a shareholder and investor.
Research on directors' compensation mainly concerns with the extent to which the directors are remunerated in ways that align their interests with those of their firms' owners. Reference [3] underscore the importance of incentive alignment solution to agency problems when they propose that executive compensation should be designed in such a way that can reduce the degree of conflict of interest between shareholders and managers. Theoretically, effective compensation system is the one that motivates managers to forego their opportunistic behaviors and focus on value maximization activities [19] .
Several studies investigate the impact of directors' remuneration on the firm performance. For instance, [20] observed the link between difference aspects of firm performance and CEO compensation across different industries, which found that CEO compensation have direct relation with the financial measures of the performance of the company. In the Malaysia context, [21] investigates the extent of Malaysian directors' remuneration disclosure in the annual reports based on individual pay for each director, band of pay, linkage to performance, and components of pay. Their results reveal that most of the sampled firms communicate information about the directors pay in bands of RM50,000, together with the narration of linkages between the directors pay and performance in their annual reports. However, not many companies disclose information about individual directors pay, or separately disclose the salary and bonus components. Similar result was obtained by [22] . They found that in Malaysian family firms, directors' remuneration significantly affects the board motivation in improving firm performance.
Several other studies also found a strong and positive correlation between directors' compensation and profitability [9] , [23] , and [24] . Moreover, [25] found that alteration in the remuneration structure of CEOs significantly affected the firm performance. Recently, [26] found that the board of directors' pay has a positive and significant relationship with firm performance among UK FTSE 100 non-financial companies using data from the period 2012 to 2015. Contrary, [27] found that director remuneration is negatively related to monitoring characteristics such as director independence, suggesting possible agency considerations, as effective monitors of top management are paid less. While [28] reported the absence of pay-performance relationship among the smaller sample firms and business group affiliated firms. Based on the above discussion, the first hypothesis can be stated as follows: H1: There is a positive relationship between directors' remuneration and firm performance.
C. Empirical Evidence on Board Size & Firm Performance
Considering that the Agency Theory [3] supports any mechanism that solves the conflict of interest between managers and owners, the board of directors is seen as a good tool to align their respective competing interests [29] . Board size is an important attribute of board structure. According to [30] , the size of board affects the monitoring, controlling and decision-making in a firm. The board size is calculated by the number of directors sit on the board of the company which is a crucial indicator for its effectiveness. Increase in the size of the board will likely enhance to board's effectiveness in offering adequate support in reducing agency cost that results from inefficient management of the firm which will eventually improve the financial results of the companies [3] .
Studies to date, including those where no relationship has been found to exist at all, have produced mixed results. There are studies that have found a positive relationship between size and profitability. For instance, [31] argued that the larger board size increases firm's financial performance. The possible explanation that the board of directors may compose of members who are more expert and capable to undertake vital decisions. This eventually will be harder for a powerful CEO to control the decisions of the board of directors. The outcome could improve governance; more especially improve efficiency of firm's management and enhance its financial performance. Reference [32] further argued that larger boards could benefit the company through advice and counsel. Based on samples of non-financial firms, [33] - [35] conclude that some firms may benefit from large board of directors.
Moving forwards, [4] found that board size is positively related to performance. According to them, small board is more effective and performs better and effective in term of costs savings. Reference [36] found that board size has a positive impact on operational efficiency, suggesting that a large number of directors positively influence the rationalization of operational costs. [37] investigate the impact of board size on performance for a sample of 30 commercial banks from 2008 to 2012 in Turkey. The results of panel fixed effects regression suggest that board size has a significantly positive effect on bank's financial performance. Reference [38] found that there was a positive and insignificant relationship between board size and financial performance of listed firms at Nairobi Security Exchange for a period of three years (2010 to 2012). Similarly, [39] found that board size is significantly and positively related to firms' performance measured using return on assets (ROA) among industrial listed firms on the Amman Stock Exchange, Jordan for the year 2013.
On the other hand, majority of studies in the literature suggest negative association between board size and firm performance. Board size is negatively related to firm value due to the fact that firms with larger board of directors tend to use their assets less efficiently and earn less profit [40] . Reference [41] found that board size has a negative impact on firm value in Singapore and Malaysia. Using a large sample of UK listed firms and controlling for different types of endogeneity, [42] found that board size has a strong negative effect on firm profitability measured by Tobin's Q and stock returns. A study by [43] revealed a negative association between board size and performance of firm, measured by ROA and financial Q for firms listed on the Irish Stock Market. Based on a sample of Canadian service firms listed on Toronto Stock Exchange, [44] uncovered a negative relation between board size and firm profitability. [45] investigate a sample of 257 Singaporean non-financial listed firms for the period of 2008 to 2011. They conclude that the board size has a significantly negative influence on firm performance. Similarly, [46] found that board size has significant negative impact on the performance of banks in Nigeria. They suggested that an increase in board size would lead to a decrease in ROE and ROA. In the pharmaceutical industry of Bangladesh, [47] also found that there is a significant negative relation between board size and firm's financial performance measured using Tobin's Q and return on asset (ROA).
Based on the inconsistent findings have been documented in the board size impact on firm performance measures of firms, this study conjectures: H2: There is a positive relationship between board size and firm performance.
III. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
This study is a longitudinal design covering a time period of five years from 2013 to 2017. A total of five public listed companies in the telecommunication industry quoted on the Bursa Malaysia as at 31 st December, 2018 constituted the population. A sample of 25 observations was used since these firms usually publish regular annual financial reports and accounts. Historical data used were obtained from published annual reports and accounts of the sampled firms.
A. Dependent and Independent Variables
In this study, return on assets (ROA) has been adopted to measure firm's financial performance as the dependent variable. Return on Assets (ROA) (an accounting based performance measure) is calculated as "Earnings before Interest and Taxes" (EBIT) scaled by the book value of total assets. Based on the existing relevant empirical studies, the independent variables for this study are directors' remuneration and board size. Directors' remuneration is measured by log of directors' salaries plus benefits. Board size represents the total number of directors on the board.
B. Statistical Analysis
In order to examine the relationship between directors' remuneration, board size, and firm performance, the following model is developed:
",$ = + * ",$ + . ",$ + (1) Where, ",$ is return on asset (ROA) for i firm at time t, ",$ is directors' remuneration for i firm at time t, ",$ is the board size for i firm at time t, α is the intercept, βi is the regression coefficient and ε is the error term, The subscript i represents the different firms and t represents the different years.
The statistical device employed is the standard multiple regression for the purpose of testing the relationship that exists between directors' remuneration, board size, and firm performance. Data collected were estimated with econometric software of SPSS version 24.
IV. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

A. Descriptive Statistics
This section presents the descriptive results. The results are presented by the trend analysis. This study sought to establish the directors' remuneration of all listed firms in the telecommunication industry across a period of five years. Fig. 1 shows that the amount of directors' remuneration increased or grew across the years. This finding implies that there is consistent increase or growth in the pay for directors in the public listed companies in the telecommunication industry. Results in Fig. 2 shows that number of board size increased as the years passed. Results indicate that the number of board size increased from 9.6 in 2013 and gradually increase to a peak of 10.6 in 2016. This number is slightly decreased to 10.4 in 2017. The findings imply that as the firms grew the number of board members also increased hence more experience and more competence. Results in Fig. 3 shows that the average mean of return on assets (ROA) decreased gradually from 20.39 percent in 2013 to 9.57 percent in 2016 and a slight increase to 11.03 percent in 2017. The findings imply that the profitability of firms increased in the latest years, most probably due to good governance practices. 
B. The Influence of Directors' Compensation and Board Size towards Firm Performance
This section will discuss the results of main research objective, i.e. to investigate the relationship among directors' remuneration, board size, and firm performance in Malaysian Telecommunication industry. The summary results of the standard multiple regression analysis on the relationship between these variables is presented in Table 1 . The regression of model (F(2, 25) = 11.022, p value = .000 *** ) is significant at the 1%, and the overall fit of the model is moderate with R 2 value is 50.1% of the variation in the firm performance. This indicates that the predictor variables in the model explained for approximately 50.1% of the total variability in the firm performance of Malaysian telecommunication industry. Note: Association is significant at *** 1% level, ** 5% level, respectively, using two-tailed tests Hypothesis H1 conjectures that there is a positive relationship between directors' remuneration and firm performance. Result in the Table 1 shows that there is a strong statistically significant and negative relationship between directors' remuneration and firm performance (tstatistic = -2.018, p value < .05). Therefore, this result leads Return on Assets to the rejection of H1. This result indicates that higher pay to the directors have a negative impact to the firms' performance. The finding of this study is consistent with a research by [27] who found that director remuneration is negatively related to monitoring characteristics. Further, hypothesis H2 predicts that there is a positive relationship between board size and firm performance. Result in the Table 1 reveals that the relationship between board size and firm performance is negative and statistically significant (t-statistic = -1.734, p value < .05). Therefore, H2 is not supported. This result indicates that larger board size will reduce the performance of PLCs. This outcome is similar as what has been found in other studies such as [40] - [47] . Board size is negatively related to firm performance perhaps due to the fact that firms with larger board of directors tend to use their assets less efficiently and earn less profit.
V. CONCLUSION
The link between corporate governance and firm performance has been issue of considerable focus. Since corporate governance practices are aimed towards ensuring that affairs of firms are directed and controlled, the manner in which directors are remunerated become important. With corporate governance, how directors are remunerated is expected to be credible. Hence directors' remuneration is based on the overall interest of the firm and for the crucial roles they perform in the firm. All protocols should be observed in the firms in the way directors are remunerated based on corporate governance practices of the firm. This study therefore conclude that with good corporate governance the manner in which firm financial resources are judiciously spent and directors' remuneration are fixed based on the laid down practices of the firm. Besides, firms also need to observe the numbers of directors sit on the board to ensure that they played a monitoring role in the firm.
The objective of the study is to investigate the relationship among directors' remuneration, board size, and firm performance in Malaysian PLCs under the Telecommunication industry. The study is based on a longitudinal design of five PLCs covering a time period of five years (2013 to 2017). This study reveals that is an increasing trend in directors' remuneration and board size, while decreasing trend is observed for return on assets (ROA) over the five years. This study suggests that directors' remuneration has a significant negative impact on the performance of telecommunication PLCs. This study observes that the larger the firms the higher remuneration package paid to the directors. Hence, this finding indicates that high compensation packages to the directors of PLCs under the telecommunication industry may impair the directors' judgments, giving managers the advantage of being able to pursue their own interests at the expense of performance. Also, higher compensation may lead to the practice of 'mutual back scratching' by directors who collectively propose better packages for each other at the expense of performance [48] .
Besides, the results show that board size has a significant negative impact on the performance of PLCs in telecommunication industry. This negative relationship with large boards is due to the communication, coordination and decision-making problems that negate the benefits arising from the collective wisdom of the board members. The finding of this study is consistent with [49] which also reported that board size is negatively associated with firms' financial performance and the quality of decision-making. In line with that, this study recommends that a small but representative board size for telecommunication industry in Malaysia. This is consistent with suggestion by [50] who suggests that a limited number of board members are important for effective corporate governance. Reference [51] demonstrated that smaller boards are more effective in monitoring management and thus associated with better performance. Perhaps, the smaller board size, the better performance can be achieved, and would provide extra board monitoring and subsequently corporate players could perform their duties effectively and efficiently in enhancing shareholders value.
A. Implications of the Study
The study makes important contributions to extant literature and has implications for practitioners and policy makers.
The finding of the relationship between directors' remuneration and firm performance is contradicted with the notion of the stewardship theory, whereby directors should be performing better in the future on the basis of prior amounts and structure of remuneration packages. Hence, the key implication of this study is that greater firm performance can be achieved by pursuing policy reforms regarding incentive alignment of executive pay under a good structure of corporate governance. For example, in order to get better performance, the incentives should be substantial for the board of directors in order to align with the firm performance. Moreover, firms should reduce the number of board of directors and ensure that they play monitoring role towards firms' operations. Additionally, this study provides evidence that for better performance, the PLCs in the telecommunication industry should need to improve their corporate governance mechanism in general. In terms of policy implications, the finding of a negative relationship between board size and firms performance urged to recommend that the policy maker need to focus their attention on reducing board size to an optimal level.
Although this study reported significant and reliable findings, it is limited in some aspects. For example, it includes a limited number of observations due to the short sample period. Moreover, the study misses some important variables like external corporate governance, board member features, and equity-based remuneration due to nonavailability of data. Therefore, future studies may provide new insights by applying this study's framework in cross countries especially in the developing countries. Future study also may consider other performance indicators including return on equity (ROE), earnings per share (EPS), Tobin's Q and return on investment (ROI). Methodologically, more knowledge might be gathered by future researchers by carrying out some structured and unstructured interviews with the board of directors, owners, and regulatory authorities relating to the corporate governance and pay-performance relationships.
